data indicated that alternative patterns of the relationships among megophryids were plausible and that the homology of the urosacral articulation should be examined in more detail.
Introduction
The classification of anurans has been a matter of much recent debate. Several different opinions exist about their relationships (see Ford and Cannatella. 1993 for a review of the recent work on anuran relationships), and no fewer than three different taxonomies are currently in use (Duellman and Trueb, 1986;  Dubois 1985, 1986; Ford and Cannatella, 1993) . Previous classifications (prior to Duellman. 1975 (Noble [1922 (Noble [ , 1931 vertebral centrum, pectoral girdle, thigh musculature, and dentition; Griffiths [1963] hyolaryngeal structures, skull and limb morphology, and reproduction and development, vertebral column; Hecht [1963] and Starrett [1973] tadpole types). Each classification directly reflected the characters used in the particular study. For example, the classification proposed by Hecht (1963) in which Orton*s (1957) larval characters were used to construct a classification that differed markedly from one developed the same year based on adult morphology (Griffiths, 1963) . The history of these characters and their role in the classification of anurans is reviewed in the works of Lynch (1973) and Duellman (1975) . Noble (1922) , reflected on the problems involved with constructing a classification based on either a single character or a complex of characters. However, the trend continued until Tihen (1965) and Inger (1967) provided classifications based on multiple characters. Subsequently, others have adopted a similar approach to the classification of anurans (Kluge andFarris, 1969; Lynch, 1973; Duellman, 1975; Laurent. 1979; Dubois. 1986 ). More recently. Ford ( 1989, 1993 ) undertook an analysis of the Neobatrachia, in an attempt to identify the phylogenetic position of Dendrobatidae among all anurans. Similarly, Cannatella (1985) generated a phylogeny for the Archaeo- batrachia. Both of these thorough phylogenetic analyses culminated in a phylogeny for all major groups of frogs (Ford and Cannatella. 1993 (Dubois. 1986; Duellman. 1993; Fang. 1985; Yea. et al., 1992 : Fei and Yea, 1990 , 1983 Frost, 1985; Guan-Fu, et al., 1993; Inger and Stuebing. 1991; Huang, 1985; Kuo, 1985; Wu, et al.. 1993; Zhao and Adler. 1993; and others (Fei et al., 1991, p. 4) . The genus Atympanophrys was considered a junior synonym of Megophrys (Fei et al., 1991 ) . Brachytarsophrys is still recognized as a subgenus of Megophrys (Duellman, 1993 (1977) of the Chinese amphibians (Liu, et al., 1966 Oreolalax from Scutiger, and this motion has been followed by some authors (Fu and Murphy, in press; Wu et al.. 1993; Guan-Fu et al., 1993; Fei and Yea, 1990 ). Other sources do not recognize the genus Oreolalax (Dubois. 1979 . 1986 Duellman, 1993; Frost, 1985 (Lynch, 1973) , the group is supported by several synapomorphies (Table 1 ) (Nicholls, 1916; Griffiths. 1963; Lynch. 1973; Cannatella. 1985 : Ford. 1989 and avoided by others (Duellman and Trueb. 1986 ). Noble (1922) (Kluge, 1966) . Thus, because UROSACRM has the ability to make Megophrys paraphyletic, the articulation of the coccyx to the sacrum must be examined more closely to determine its true homology.
Wiens (1989) Noble's (1926) (1985) study, and the classification should be derived directly from the phylogeny (Wiley. 1981 ) . Employing a phylogenetic classification would ensure that the taxonomy was consistent, functional, and maximized information content. In this way, the knowledge that is gained from this interesting group of frogs will produce a useful classification that clearly reflects the evolutionary paths of each species.
